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meaning given such term in section 2221(j)(4)
of title 10, United States Code, as added by
subsection (a).

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, in the bill
there is a provision, which I authored
and the committee accepted, which
would establish a defense moderniza-
tion account for, really, the first time
in my knowledge. That says to the var-
ious departments of the military—
Army, Navy, Air Force, Marine Corps—
that they can have a defense mod-
ernization account for any savings, in-
cluding money they might otherwise
feel compelled to spend at the end of
the year to make sure they had ful-
filled their budget expectations. That
is where a lot of waste goes on in budg-
eting, and in the Government, is the
urge and incentive we inadvertently
create in Government to have all Gov-
ernment agencies, not just the Army,
Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps, to
spend money at the end of the year so
they look like they needed all the
money they originally budgeted.

Much waste comes from that. So the
provision in the bill I offered will es-
tablish a defense modernization ac-
count and say to each one of the serv-
ices that they will be able to take any
savings that they are able to accumu-
late during the year and put it in this
modernization account. They will be
able to use it, subject to the approval
of the Congress. It has to come back
through the Congress, either through
direct appropriation or through an ap-
proval process that we go through here.
It has to come back. But subject to
that, this money will be able to be used
where we need it most and that is in
long-term modernization.

Senator GLENN has been for this pro-
posal, but he had some concerns about
it. This amendment would modify the
defense modernization account to limit
the total balance of the account, to
limit the number of years the funds
may remain in the account, to provide
for additional oversight, and to sunset
the account.

I agree to all of these proposed
changes and I urge the adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
this amendment has been cleared with
our side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2279) was agreed
to.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. NUNN. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. NUNN. On this amendment I
thank Senator GLENN, Senator GRASS-
LEY, and Senator ROTH. They were very
helpful in developing these amend-
ments and they will be having state-
ments on this amendment on Monday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I under-
stand that concludes the action, is that

correct, tonight? It concludes action on
the amendments that have been
cleared. We cleared about 25 amend-
ments. We appreciate that very much.
We hope to return to the DOD author-
ization bill on Monday. I know there
are some negotiations going on with
reference to a couple of areas.

If that is negotiated successfully, we
hope to be back on the DOD bill late
Monday afternoon, and wrap it up. I
think in a couple of hours we can com-
plete action on this bill. I know there
are a few amendments out there that
might require rollcall votes. If we
reach the negotiation agreement, there
could be at least one amendment that
will require a vote, plus the others we
did not complete last night. But I un-
derstand there will be very few amend-
ments that we would have to deal with.

So, hopefully we can complete action
on the DOD authorization bill on Mon-
day. It is a very important bill. It
takes a long time. Last year I think it
was 6 days. It always takes a great deal
of time because it is so involved and so
complex. It involves the defense of our
Nation, so it deserves a great deal of
consideration and debate.

I thank the managers.
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, yesterday

during consideration of S. 1026, a state-
ment by Senator ROTH was inadvert-
ently left out of the statements that
were made at the time Senator COHEN
introduced his amendment entitled the
Information Technology Management
Reform Act of 1995. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that Senator
ROTH’s statement be printed in today’s
RECORD and that it be printed in the
permanent RECORD for Friday, August
4, 1995, immediately following Senator
COHEN’s statement on the information
technology amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

f

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY MAN-
AGEMENT REFORM ACT OF 1995

∑ Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the amend-
ment just introduced by Senator
COHEN, myself and others will make a
big step toward reforming the way the
Government buys and uses information
technology. The Federal Government
will spend $27 billion this year on infor-
mation technology, and the GAO has
reported to me that much of it will be
wasted unless significant reforms are
made. I want to congratulate Senator
COHEN for his leadership in investigat-
ing the problems in the Government’s
acquisition of information technology.
I also want to recognize Senator COHEN
for the clarity of his vision and for his
cooperation in working with me to de-
velop this important amendment.

Mr. President, there is no disagree-
ment about the compelling need for re-
form in this area. The heart of this
issue is that the Federal Government is
not using computers to fix its outdated
management practices. In January, the
GAO reported to me that Federal man-
agers do not have the essential infor-

mation needed to do their jobs, despite
spending more than $200 billion over
the last 12 years on computers. The
problem is that far too often, agencies
buy computers just to have one on each
person’s desk. The agencies buy com-
puters like a junk food junkie buys
bacon double cheese burgers and candy
bars. There’s lots of fat and sugar, but
little healthy substance.

There is a more subtle issue here
that needs to be highlighted. Modern
organizations and management proc-
esses are required before computers can
yield meaningful cost savings and ca-
pability improvements. If Government
does not make the necessary structural
and process changes, then the $27 bil-
lion in spending on computers will be
for naught. All we will have achieved is
inserting 1990’s technology into a 1950’s
organization. We will have several hun-
dred billion dollars of new computers
but no corresponding increase in capa-
bility.

Mr. President, instead of helping to
solve problems, the Government proc-
ess for buying and managing computer
technology has become the problem.
Its reliance on a tangle of redtape and
bureaucracy strangles every effort to
streamline and modernize Government
operations. We must shift the bureauc-
racy from reliance on overburdened
procedures and reports that no one
reads; we must focus on results.

Numerous reports have documented
this fact. GAO, the General Services
Administration, the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget and others have all
found that these computer buys are
poorly planned, take far too long, cost
too much money and all too often
produce systems that simply don’t
work. Once delivered, these systems
are managed using practices equally
ineffective.

Mr. President, GAO reported to me
last January that developments in re-
engineering and modern technology
offer huge opportunities to reduce
costs and improve services. Yet, the
Federal sector has largely failed to
seize upon the moment. For example,
GAO has found that a veteran has to
wait an average of 151 days, nearly 4
months, to get paid by the Veteran’s
Administration for an original com-
pensation claim. After committing
nearly $700 million for computers and
equipment to fix this problem, the
waiting time actually increased! It
seems the agency failed to set perform-
ance goals for its new equipment and
did not consider whether or not its
claims process could be improved be-
fore being automated. By October 1994,
claims processing time had gone up to
228 days. This is unbelievable and un-
conscionable!

In a separate report provided to me
just this past Monday, GAO advises
that eleven federal agencies have prob-
lems with information management or
systems development that are serious
enough to be listed as high risk pro-
grams. GAO explained that ‘‘[t]he
major reason for these problems has
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been the lack of a sound process for se-
lecting which IT initiatives to fund and
for overseeing their development.’’ It is
precisely because of the great signifi-
cance of this issue that I joined in de-
veloping this amendment.

Mr. President, this amendment
strikes at the heart of these problems
by repealing the so-called Brooks Act
which has controlled the way govern-
ment buys and manages information
technology for the last 30 years. The
Brooks Act never worked as it was in-
tended. Its reliance upon the submis-
sion of reams of paperwork through
layers of bureaucracy has not worked
in the past. And, its tight bureaucratic
controls are clearly not relevant to
today, with information technology ad-
vancing exponentially in a highly com-
petitive market.

Our amendment re-engineers this
process, replacing red tape with a reli-
ance on thorough, up-front investment
planning and hands-on management
practices which focus on bottom line
results. The new process is modeled on
the best practices used by America’s
most successful businesses. That model
requires Government managers to
focus like a laser on anticipating dif-
ficulties and then fixing them before
they become problems. The amend-
ment enables government agencies to
accomplish these goals without addi-
tional paperwork or bureaucracy. Yet,
this new process preserves the advan-
tages and safeguards embodied in the
Competition in Contracting Act.

Nevertheless, Mr. President, I have
four major concerns that must be more
fully addressed than the current
amendment will permit. First, the
amendment may be interpreted as con-
solidating bid protests affecting infor-
mation technology along with those
from all other procurement. I am not
satisfied that the case for such dra-
matic change has been made. There is
much debate about this kind of consoli-
dation and several alternative ap-
proaches have been proposed. I intend
to fully consider each of these and will
keep an open mind during the next 2
months, as I work on a comprehensive
procurement reform bill.

Second, the current amendment does
not address the excessive layers of bu-
reaucracy in the Federal buying sys-
tem which hang like a dead weight
around the necks of Government pro-
gram managers. This is a government-
wide problem not unique to informa-
tion technology and not addressed by
this amendment.

Third, I believe that we must do a
better job of educating and training
the entire acquisition workforce—not
just those involved in information
technology. I do not agree with those
in the administration who believe that
we can fix acquisition horror stories
with an interagency review team. It is
no replacement for well trained pro-
gram managers, who have the skills
and experience to prevent horror sto-
ries from occurring in the first place.

Lastly, I am convinced that we must
move boldly to dismantle the existing
network of perverse personnel incen-
tives which strangle the entrepreneur-
ial spirit of Government program man-
agers. We must move to paying people
for good performance, rather than for
growing the size of their program.

Mr. President, while the current
amendment highlights important is-
sues of good management in Govern-
ment, we know that most of these
problems are not unique to information
technology. They beg a broader solu-
tion. Happily, last year’s acquisition
reform bill established the framework
for solving these matters. This frame-
work simply needs to be strengthened.
To achieve that purpose, Mr. President,
the Governmental Affairs Committee,
in cooperation with the Armed Serv-
ices and Small Business Committees,
has reassembled the bi-partisan staff-
level working group which produced
last year’s round of substantive acqui-
sition reform. Our group has been
charged with reviewing the entire spec-
trum of Government acquisition. We
are assessing all acquisition reform
legislation currently pending and have
received input from many other
sources. The end result of our efforts
will be a broadly-gauged new bill which
calls for major Governmentwide acqui-
sition reform. We plan to move that
bill forward in the fall with the intent
of enacting a Governmentwide com-
prehensive acquisition reform bill in
the next several months.∑

f

SCHEDULE

Mr. DOLE. I also say, with reference
to the schedule next week, in a mo-
ment I will introduce the Work Oppor-
tunity Act of 1995. That debate will
begin in earnest on Monday morning,
at 10:30 a.m. From 9 to 10:30 there will
be a period of morning business. But at
10:30 a.m. we will start serious debate
on the Work Opportunity Act of 1995. I
assume there will be a number of open-
ing statements. Amendments can be of-
fered. Votes can be expected on Mon-
day. I do not know how long the open-
ing statements will take. Of course, if
we are able to go back to the DOD au-
thorization bill we would have votes on
that on Monday.

So I urge my colleagues to stay in
close contact with their offices. I as-
sume there will not be any votes prior
to—4:30, 5 o’clock will be my best
guess. It will be my hope we can com-
plete the welfare reform measure, the
Work Opportunity Act, next week.
That is, Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday,
Thursday, Friday. There will not be a
Saturday session next Saturday.

I guess, if necessary, if we were near
completion, we will come back then on
the following Monday and try to com-
plete action on the Work Opportunity
Act of 1995. I have had a discussion
with the distinguished Democratic
leader, Senator DASCHLE. I have indi-
cated to him that is our hope.

Also, there are a couple of appropria-
tions bills we would like to, in our
spare time, resolve next week. One is
the Interior appropriations, which can
be done in a matter of hours. And the
other is the DOD appropriation bill,
which will not be taken up until we
complete action on the DOD authoriza-
tion bill. That is a very, very big
money bill. That might take as much
as a day.

Now, obviously, I do not believe we
can do all of those things next week. I
hope to be in a position on Monday or
Tuesday to advise my colleagues what
to expect for the remainder of next
week and the following week.

f

COMMENDATION OF JILL
MAYCUMBER

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I rise to
thank Jill Maycumber who is departing
my staff after nearly 5 years of out-
standing service to me, to the Senate,
and to Kansas.

Like many Senate staff, Jill began
her Senate career as an intern in my
office. She quickly proved herself and
became a key member of my staff.

For a time, Jill served as our recep-
tionist—no doubt about it, the tough-
est job in Washington. But her out-
standing people skills and deep desire
to help Kansans made Jill the right
choice to head my regional office in
southeast Kansas.

When the massive floods struck the
midwest in 1993, Jill Maycumber tire-
lessly crisscrossed the State, inspect-
ing damage, and coordinating Federal
assistance to flood victims. Hundreds
of Kansans who have needed a helping
hand knew who to call. They have Jill
Maycumber to thank.

Earlier this year, Jill returned to
Washington to help run my Senate of-
fice—not an easy task as my colleagues
can attest. But most importantly, Jill
took the extra time to greet thousands
of constituents, always making sure
that their visit to Washington and to
my office was a special event.

I ask my colleagues to join me in
thanking Jill Maycumber for her out-
standing service to the Senate and to
Kansas. Jill can be very proud of what
she has accomplished—she has truly
made a difference.

I extend my heartfelt thank you and
best wishes to Jill in her new career.

f

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
turn to the consideration of Calendar
125, H.R. 4, the welfare bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 4) to restore the American
family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare
spending and reduce welfare dependence.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill, which


		Superintendent of Documents
	2019-05-22T15:56:02-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




